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Abstract
Machining is one of the most common and versatile manufacturing processes in industry, e.g.
automotive industry and aerospace industry. But classical numerical methods such as the Finite
Element Method (FEM) have difficulties to simulate it, because the material undergoes large
deformations, large strain, large strain rates and high temperatures in this process. One option to
simulate such kind of problems is the Particle Finite Element Method (PFEM) which combines the
advantages of continuum mechanics and discrete modeling techniques. In this study we develop the
PFEM further and call it the Adaptive Particle Finite Element Method (A-PFEM). Compared to
the PFEM the A-PFEM enables insertion of particles and improves significantly the mesh quality
along the numerical simulation. The A-PFEM improves accuracy and precision, while it decreases
computing time and resolves the phenomena that take place in machining. Because metal cutting
involves plastic deformation we resort to the J2 flow theory with isotropic hardening. At last some
numerical examples are presented to compare the performance of the PFEM and A-PFEM.
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1 Instruction
Machining is a subtractive manufacturing process. Material is removed from a workpiece by
a machining tool to obtain a desired shape. It is the most common and versatile manufacture
processes in automotive and aerospace industry. The experimental approach to study this
process is very expensive and time consuming. Therefore, numerical simulations seem to be
another option. The most widely used numerical method for solving problems of engineering
is the Finite Element Method (FEM) [4], which is appropriate for modelling of complex
material behaviour but problematic for large configurational changes. That is because the
result of the FEM is highly dependent on the quality of the mesh [15]. In machining process
the material undergoes large deformations and large configurational changes. If we use a
Lagrangian formulation, the mesh moves with the material and the elements become so
distorted that some elements may have negative Jacobian and the numerical simulation
breaks down [7]. A possible alternative is using meshless methods such as molecular dynamics
(MD) and material point method (MPM), which are suitable for simulation of problems with
large configurational changes, but the main disadvantage is that they are computationally
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expensive for large length and time scales. The Particle Finite Element Method (PFEM)
which was first applied for problems with liquid solid interaction combines the benefits of the
FEM and the meshless methods [5]. During the simulation by using the PFEM the boundary
is repeatedly detected by the α–shape method, which is appropriate for the simulation of
cutting process. The domain is continuously remeshed, which make simulations with large
configurational changes possible [11]. But PFEM still has some difficulties in machining
simulations. In most PFEM simulations the number of the particles is fixed along the
simulation, that gives rise to dense distribution of particles in some regions meanwhile sparse
distribution of particles in other regions. The reported situation generates low quality of the
finite elements and in some cases spurious holes. To improve the PFEM an Adaptive Particle
Finite Element Method (A-PFEM) is introduced, which enables insertion of particles where
the elements become too large during the simulation. Moreover a node to surface strategy is
applied to solve the contact problem in this work, so near the tool tip some elements may
overlap with the tool. This kind of elements should be removed.
The outline of this work is as follows. In section 2 an overview of the PFEM is illustrated.
An improved PFEM called A-PFEM is introduced. In section 3 the constitutive model
used in this work is explained. In the last section a couple of numerical simulations are
demonstrated to show the efficiency of the proposed method.
2 Particle finite element method (PFEM)
The PFEM initially implemented for fluid mechanics problems is also a powerful tool for
simulation of solid mechanics [12]. For PFEM an updated Lagrangian approach is applied to
track the motion of the particles and a remeshing technique is used to overcome the problem
of mesh distortion [8]. An overview of the PFEM is illustrated in Fig. 1. The computational
Figure 1 Operations in a standard PFEM algorithm.
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domain is represented by a cloud of particles, which carry the physical quantities such as the
deformation gradient, plastic deformation gradient and hardening variables. Different color
of particles means different value of the physical quantities. The boundary of the particles is
identified by using the so called α-shape method [2], that we will elaborate in the following
subsection. For the FEM calculation we still need a finite element mesh. In this work we
use the program triangle [13] to mesh the domain and the finite element programme FEAP
[14] to solve the finite element problem. After that we update the particle position by using
the result of the displacement obtain from the FEM calculation and project the physical
quantities from the Gauß points to the particles for the next time step.
2.1 Alpha shape method
One of the key technique in the PFEM is the α-shape method, which stems from the field of
computational geometry [3]. There are two versions of the α-shape method. We name them
α-shape method 1 and 2 respectively for the following. For α-shape method 1 let S be the
set of the particles defining the domain and hmin is the smallest distance between any two
particles in S. For every pair of particles in S there may be two circles with radius αhmin
that intersect both particles. If there is at least one of the both circles empty, i.e. no other
particles are located within the circle, the two particles form a boundary segment. Here α
is the crucial parameter which controls the shape of the detected boundary. For a uniform
distribution of particles the value of α between 1.1 and 1.5 provides a good estimation of
the boundary [12]. An example of this kind of α-shape method is illustrated in Fig. 2. The
Figure 2 α-circles and the detected boundary.
problem of the α-shape method 1 is that the particles cannot keep uniform distribution along
the machining process. Some particles move to each other, so that hmin tends to be zero.
Therefore if the above α-shape method is adopted in the PFEM, the particles should be
uniform distributed at the initial state and the hmin is only calculated once at the first time
step and keep it invariant during the following simulation [13]. This version of the α-shape
method may work in the PFEM, but the smallest distance hmin lost its meaning after the
first time step.
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Whereas in the α-shape method 2 the detected shape depends locally only the particles
surrounding it [10]. That means for this version the particles don’t need to be uniform
distributed. For that we use the Delaunay triangulation to mesh the particles first and remove
the unnecessary triangles for obtaining the shape of the particles. This can be achieved as
following. For every element e let he be the smallest distance of two particles in element
e and re be the radius of the circumcircle of the element e. For every node n let hn be
the mean value of he for all element surrounding this node. The distortion index αe of the





where have is the mean value of hn for element e. For all elements if αe > α it will be
removed, here α is the crucial parameter. An example of the α-shape method 2 is shown in
Fig. 3.
Figure 3 The steps in α-shape method 2.
2.2 Adaptive particle finite element method (A-PFEM)
The PFEM is a powerful tool thanks to the repetitive boundary detection and remeshing
procedure, but still has difficulties in the numerical simulation of metal cutting process. It
is impossible to avoid the presence of poor quality elements, that means the elements have
small aspect ratios, and in some cases artificial holes appear as shown in Fig. 4. That is
because keeping the same number of particles along the numerical simulation results in a
nonuniform distribution of particles. In some regions the distribution becomes very dense
meanwhile in other regions it becomes very sparse.
To overcome this difficulty the Gauß point can be inserted as a new particle in elements
which become too large, that means if the area of a element is larger than µ times the
initial area of this element a Gauß point will be inserted. In this work we set µ = 1.03.
The information of the new inserted particles can be approximated by interpolation of the
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Figure 4 Artificial hole and low quality elements from a standard PFEM simulation.
surrounding particles. For simplicity the internal variables for the new particles are the
internal variables available at the old Gauß points from solving the FEM problem in the last
time step.
To solve the contact problem we use a node to surface strategy. So we shall especially
pay attention to the nodes near the tool tip. It may occur that an element overlaps with the
tool. For that we check every element. If 2 nodes of a element locate on the boundary of
the tool and its centroid locates inside the tool, this element will be removed. In summary,
comparing to the PFEM the A-PFEM removes bad elements after the mesh generation and
inserts adaptively new points after the FE calculation in every time step.
3 The constitutive model
Nonlinear plasticity plays a key role in metal cutting. In this work we introduce a phenomen-
ological plasticity model namely J2 flow theory with isotropic hardening [6]. Furthermore,
it is assumed that plastic flow is isochoric in accordance with the standard assumption in
metal plasticity. For plasticity a multiplicative decomposition of the deformation gradient
F = FeFp (2)
was first introduced in [9], where Fe and Fp are the elastic and the plastic part, respectively.
A stored-energy function is given by
W (Je, b̄e) = U(Je) + W̄ (b̄e) (3)
with the volumetric part U(Je) and the deviatoric part W̄ (b̄e) defined by
U(Je) = κ2 [
1
2(J
e2 − 1) − lnJe] and W̄ (b̄e) = 12µ(tr[b̄
e] − 3), (4)
where Je = det[Fe], b̄e = Je−
2
3 FeFeT . Here κ and µ are shear modulus and the bulk
modulus, respectively. From Eq. (3) the Kirchhoff stress tensor τ is derived as
τ = Jep1 + s, (5)
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with the Kirchhoff pressure p and the deviatoric component of the Kirchhoff stress tensor s
defined as
p = U ′(Je) = κ2 (J
e − 1
Je
) and s = dev[τ ] = µdev[b̄e]. (6)
The yield condition, the associate flow rule and the isotropic hardening law, respectively,
take the form
f(τ , α) = ∥dev[τ ]∥ −
√
2












where n := s∥s∥ , σY denotes the initial yield stress, K the isotropic hardening modulus, α
the hardening variable, C̄ the volume-preserving part of the right Cauchy-Green tensor C,
and γ the flow rate, which can be derived from the Kuhn-Tucker conditions and consistency
condition:
γ ≥ 0, f(τ , α) ≤ 0, γf(τ , α) = 0, (10)
γḟ(τ , α) = 0 if f(τ , α) = 0. (11)
4 Numerical examples
In this section we show the performance of numerical methods introduced in the previous
sections. All the following simulations are based on a cutting process for a material with
Young’s modulus E = 210 GPa, Poissons ratio ν = 0.3, initial yield stress σY = 450 MPa and
hardening modulus K = 129 MPa. The above parameters are used to mimic steel. In this
cutting process the tool is fixed and the workpiece moves towards the tool [1]. For simplicity
we let the cutting tool be a rigid body and there is only normal contact between tool and
workpiece. A contour plot of the normal stresses σxx will be illustrated. In the FEM we use
a linear 3-node triangle element.
4.1 PFEM with two different α-shape method
First we use the PFEM with α-shape method 1 and 2 respectively and only focus on the
quality of the mesh. In Fig. 5 it can be observed that a “sawtooth” formed by using the
α-shape method 1 and a hole formed by using α-shape method 2. The first phenomenon
occurs because the radius of the α-circles is only defined for the initial state and too small
for some later iterations. The second phenomenon happens because the local information
around the hole is not correct. Besides it can be obviously seen in both examples that there
are a lot of poor quality elements that have very small aspect ratio, inside the chip. Both
methods can be made valid by inserting new particles in the appreciate positions along the
simulation.
X. Ye, J. M. R. Prieto, and R. Müller 13:7
a) b)
Figure 5 PFEM simulation using a) α-shape method 1 and b) α-shape method 2.
4.2 A-PFEM with two different α-shape method
We use the A-PFEM with α-shape method 1 and 2 respectively. A normal stress σxx is
plotted. As illustrated in Fig. 6 high compressive stresses occur in front of the cutting
tool. Comparing to the previous numerical examples both the “sawtooth” and the the hole
a) b)
Figure 6 σxx stress using A-PFEM with a) α-shape method 1 and b) α-shape method 2.
don’t appear. The elements with small aspect ratio also never show up due to the adaptive
insertion of the particles. We also plot the volume of the workpiece with respect to the
time step. The initial volume is 4.95. Since the workpiece has constant density, Fig. 7 shows
the mass conservation for both methods.
Figure 7 Workpiece volume during the A-PFEM simulation with α-shape method 1 and 2.
4.3 Comparison of PFEM and A-PFEM
We want to compare the performance of the PFEM and the A-PFEM from various aspects.
For this purpose we start the cutting simulation by using the A-PFEM with much fewer
particles as the simulation by using the PFEM. The normal stresses are plotted. Fig. 8 shows
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a) b)
Figure 8 σxx stress using a) PFEM with refined discretisation and b) A-PFEM with coarse
discretisation.
that the derived contour of both method are almost the same apart from the “sawteeth” in
Fig. 8a). In Fig. 8b) it can also be observed that the inserted particles are mainly placed
where the cutting process occurs and the aspect ratios of the elements in A-PFEM are
obviously much smaller. Fig. 9a) shows a plot of the cutting forces of PFEM and A-PFEM.
Fig. 9b) shows the computation time of PFEM and A-PFEM. Their cutting forces meet each
other but the computation time by using the A-PFEM is much shorter. That is because
fewer particles lead to fewer elements, and fewer elements mean a faster solution of the FEM
problem, which requires most of the computation time in the simulation. In the example
with A-PFEM 717 particles and 1274 elements are used comparing that 2191 particles and
4146 elements in the example with PFEM.
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Figure 9 Comparison of a) the cutting force and b) the computation time.
5 Conclusion
An improved particle finite element method (PFEM) called adaptive particle finite element
method (A-PFEM) is established in this work. In contrast to the PFEM the A-PFEM inserts
new particles adaptively along the numerical simulation. In the A-PFEM the distribution of
particles, which represent the computation domain, is smoother. This leads to a reduction of
computing time, because we can start with fewer particles by using the A-PFEM. The new
particles will be inserted in the appropriate place during the simulation, and we get the same
X. Ye, J. M. R. Prieto, and R. Müller 13:9
quality of the results as we use the PFEM with more particles. The newly developed A-PFEM
is much more efficient than the PFEM and generates better meshes. Moreover, two kinds
of α-shape method are discussed in this work. The α-shape method 2 is more reasonable
for the simulation of the machining process, because the distribution of the particles cannot
keep uniform during the simulation. In α-shape method 2 the detected shape of the particles
only depends on the particles near it. For the nonlinear plasticity problem a J2 flow theory
with isotropic hardening model was introduced.
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